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Abstract 
The purpose of the article is to address the issue of grammatical cohesion in the English-written abstracts of British origin. 
Although grammatical cohesion involves reference, substitution, ellipsis and conjunction, the paper examines the grammatical 
organic means of cohesion, i.e. discourse connectives, and more specifically, only discourse adverbials, which connect sentences 
in order to establish logical sequence of the whole discourse. Firstly, cohesion and discourse connectives will be defined. 
Secondly, on the basis of discourse analysis of a sample of abstracts from the field of tourism, the discourse connectives are 
analyzed. Finally, the results are summarized and didactic recommendations are provided.     
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1. Introduction 
     Language is a multiple coding system comprising three levels of coding: 
• meaning – the sentence system, 
• wording – the lexico-grammatical system, 
• sounding/writing – the phonological and orthographical system. 
     Cohesive relation fits into the overall pattern of language. Cohesion is expressed partly through vocabulary and 
partly through grammar. That means that cohesion is the grammatical and lexical relationship within a text or 
sentence. Cohesion can be defined as the links that hold a text together and give it meaning. There are two main 
types of cohesion: grammatical, referring to the structural content, and lexical, referring to the language content of 
the piece (Cohesion (linguistics) 2012). The major function of cohesion is text formation. It links together the 
elements that are structurally unrelated through the dependence of one on the other for its interpretation.The 
constituents of text are as follows: texture, ties, cohesion. Without cohesion the semantic system cannot be 
effectively activated at all. 
     Halliday & Hasan (1976) identify 5 general categories of cohesion device that create coherence in texts: 
reference, ellipsis, substitution, lexical cohesion and conjunction. Grammatical cohesion includes reference, 
substitution and ellipses, then there is lexical cohesion and conjunction is on the border line of the two types, mainly 
it is grammatical device but with the lexical components. In grammar, a conjunction is a part of speech that connects 
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two words, sentences, phrases or clauses together. Sometimes, it is defined as a discourse connective, which is a 
conjunction joining sentences.  
     Miltsakaki, Prasad, Joshi & Webber (2004) distinguish 4 classes of discourse connectives: 
a) subordinate conjunctions 
b) coordinating conjunctions 
c) adverbial connectives 
d) implicit connectives 
     Ad a) Subordinate conjunctions introduce clauses that are syntactically dependent on a main clause. The most 
common types of relations that they express are temporal (when, as soon as), causal (because), concessive 
(although), purpose (so that, in order) and conditional (if …..). 
     Ad b) Coordinating conjunctions are and, but and or. Instances of coordinating conjunctions which coordinate 
nominal or other non-clausal constituents are excluded. 
     Ad c) Adverbial connectives are sentence-modifying adverbs which express a discourse relation. They are, for 
example, however, therefore, then or otherwise. They also include prepositional phrases with a similar modifying 
function: as a result, in addition or in fact. 
     Ad d) Implicit connectives are identified between adjacent sentences with no explicit connectives. The annotation 
of implicit connectives is intended to capture the connection between two sentences appearing in adjacent positions. 
For implicit connectives, annotators are asked to provide, when possible, an explicit connective that best describes 
the inferred relation.    
     The above mentioned groups of discourse connectives are called as well as perceived by other authors except 
Blakemore (1987, 1992) differently: 
van Dijk (1980) and Stubbs (1983) describe them as pragmatic connectives; 
Halliday & Hasan (1985) speak about sentence connectives; 
Quirk et al. (1985) perceives them as semantic conjuncts; 
Redeker (1990) identifies them as discourse operators; 
or Schiffrin (1987) and Fraser (1999) understand them as pragmatic markers. 
   
2. An analysis of discourse connectives in the British English written abstracts 
 
     The classification of the discourse connectives in the selected abstracts follows Quirk et al. (1985). He labels 
them as semantic conjuncts, which have a specific role; they conjoin independent units. They are related to the 
speaker’s cement in one quite specific respect: his assessment of how he views the connection between two 
linguistic units. The units concerned may be very large or very small: sentences, paragraphs, or even larger parts of a 
text at one extreme; at the other extreme, they may be constituents of a phrase realizing a single clause element.  
     Quirk et al. (1985) distinguish seven conjunctive roles: 
1. Listing 
2. Summative 
3. Appositional 
4. Resultative 
5. Inferential 
6. Contrastive 
7. Transitional 
     Some, such listing, contrastive and transitional can be further divided into subclasses. 
     The abstracts which serve as a source for the analysis were collected from the British professional articles on 
tourism or conference proceedings on tourism. Some of the abstract titles are as follows: 
• Sustainable tourism - competitive advantage for micro tourism companies in rural areas? 
• The curse of tourism 
• Tourism and water use: Supply, demand, and security. An international review. 
• Tourism employability and the European Social Fund 
• Tourism and the economy of Tanzania 
• Measuring regional sustainable tourism: Case analysis of South Asian Countries 
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• The social impacts of tourism. A case study of Bath, UK. 
• Examining expenditure patterns of British tourists to Greece 
• Tourism and mobile technology 
• Environmental responsibility and business regulation: the case of sustainable tourism 
     Altogether the sample comprises 45 abstracts (6,852 words) out of which 18 are empirical studies, 16 concern a 
review article or a review of literature, 8 abstracts represent case studies and only 3 abstracts can be described as 
methodological papers. All of them are written only by the authors of British origin. The analysis itself was done 
with the help of searching tools of Microsoft Word programme.  
     As it can be seen in Fig. 1and Table 1, five groups of semantic conjuncts were found in the abstracts.  Table 1 
shows a proportional percentage representation of semantic conjuncts in the texts of abstracts and Table 2 lists 
individual semantic conjuncts in the given groups.  
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1. A proportional percentage representation of semantic conjuncts in the texts of abstracts. 
 
 
Table 2 – An overview of semantic conjuncts in the analyzed abstracts 
 
Listing conjuncts 
(22/38%) 
in particular (5), secondly (3), then (3), finally (2), furthermore 
(2), equally (1), firstly (1), in addition (1), moreover (1), more 
specifically (1), next (1), thirdly (1), 
Appositional 
conjuncts (9/16%) 
such as (7), in other words (1), that is (1) 
Resultative 
conjuncts (13/22%) 
therefore (6), accordingly (2), as a result (2), thus (2), hence (1) 
Contrastive 
conjuncts (14/24%) 
however (9), despite (2), contrary to (1), though (1), yet (1) 
 
     Obviously, it is not surprising that the highest number of semantic conjuncts is formed by listing conjuncts since 
their main function is to structure the content of a text, order it and thus make it easier to orient in it. This is done by 
the so-called enumerative listing conjuncts. 
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     Example: 
     The purpose of this paper is twofold; firstly, to determine whether tourism leads to economic growth. Secondly, 
to investigate if tourism causes Dutch disease. 
     Moreover, listing conjuncts also have an additive role, which in most cases results in the reinforcement of the 
previous content item. 
     Example:  
     Furthermore, the understanding of tourism’s indirect water requirements, including the production of food, 
building materials and energy, remains inadequately understood, but is likely to be more substantial than direct 
water use.   
     The other two largest groups of semantic conjuncts are contrastive and resultative conjuncts. As far as the 
contrastive conjuncts are concerned, they have predominantly a concessive function, which in the texts of abstracts 
might present unexpected information in comparison with the previous one. The most exploited contrastive 
conjuncts is however, which is in fact the most frequent semantic conjuncts in the analyzed abstracts. This conjunct 
is in most cases used in the first part of abstracts where it presents a contrast to the previous general statement and 
indicates an argument for the analysis. 
     Example. 
     However, this paper argues that destinations have been poorly served by the development of the concept of 
carrying capacity into growth management techniques such as limits of acceptable change and opportunity 
spectrums.    
     The resultative conjuncts enable to provide a logical conclusion resulting from the previous statements. 
     Example: 
     It is therefore recommended that attention should be given to improving the overall stability of the continent and 
the availability and quantity of tourism infrastructure. 
     The last, relatively numerous, group of semantic conjuncts is created by appositional conjuncts whose role is to 
express the content of the preceding item or items in other terms or to specify the content. 
     Example:  
     Typical “developed country determinants” of tourism demand, such as the level of income in the origin country, 
the relative prices and the cost of travel, are not that significant in explaining the demand for Africa as a tourism 
destination.       
On the contrary, semantic conjuncts, such are summative (e.g. altogether, overall, in conclusion), inferential (e.g. 
else, otherwise, in that case) and transitional (e.g. incidentally, now, eventually), are in the texts of abstracts absent. 
The reason might be that these conjuncts are used in longer texts. Moreover, the transitional conjuncts are also less 
formal.  
 
3. Conclusion 
     As Publication manual of the American Psychological Association (2002: 12) states, an abstract is a brief, 
comprehensive summary of the content of the article; it allows readers to survey the contents of an article quickly 
….. The most frequent semantic conjuncts or discourse connectives, which enable to structure the content of 
abstracts logically and clearly are as follows: listing, contrastive, resultative and appositional. Therefore, they should 
be of an interest to teachers who are involved in the teaching of academic discourse and textbook writers since they 
might enhance not only students’ writing skills but also develop their thinking skills.  
     Further research should focus on the comparison of discourse connectives/semantic conjuncts used both in 
English and Czech. 
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